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The movement of small but finite spherical particles in a fluid can be described by the

Maxey-Riley equation (MRE) if they are too large to be considered passive tracers. The

MRE contains an integral "history term" modeling wake effects, which causes the force

acting on a particle at some given time to depend on its full past trajectory. The history

term causes complications in the numerical solution of the MRE and is therefore often

neglected, despite both numerical and experimental evidence that its effects are generally

not negligible. By numerically computing trajectories with and without the history term of

a large number of particles in different flow fields, we investigate its impact on the large-

scale Lagrangian dynamics of simulated particles. We show that for moderate to large

Stokes numbers, ignoring the history term leads to significant differences in clustering

patterns. Furthermore, we compute finite-time Lyapunov exponents and show that, even

for small particles, the differences in the resulting scalar field from ignoring the BHT can

be significant, in particular if the underlying flow is turbulent.
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Relevance of the Basset history term for Lagrangian particle dynamics

Neglecting the Basset history term in the Maxey-Riley equation can cause significant dis-

tortions not only of the trajectories of individual particles but also of the macroscopic La-

grangian dynamics.

I. INTRODUCTION

Fluid motion is all around us, in the ocean, in the atmosphere, in industrial installations and

in everyday live. Oftentimes, the fluid carries other materials with it, be it plankton, buoys, dust,

particulate matter or any other type of small particulate pieces of immiscible material that does

not dissolve in the carrier liquid. If the volume fraction of the particulate pieces is low, it can

be assumed that they move in isolation and do not collide or affect each other’s movement. Fur-

thermore, if their mass fraction is low, the effect they have on the overall flow field of the carrier

phase can be neglected. Thorough discussions of the many different aspects of the mathemati-

cal description of the motion of inertial particles and real world applications can be found in the

literature1.

The equation of motion for inertial but small particles that emerges from an inspection of the

acting forces is called the Maxey-Riley equation (MRE)2. The MRE accounts for the Basset

history force, which models the influence of the particle’s past accelerations on its present mo-

tion. The equation is valid for particles of intermediate size that are too large to be considered

passive tracers but not so large that they significantly disturb the fluid or that surface effects be-

come important. The alternative is using a fully coupled fluid-structure interaction model, which,

while detailed and realistic, requires massive computational effort and access to a powerful high-

performance computing system3.

Mathematically, the MRE is a second order integro-differential equation. The integral or Basset

history term (BHT), which captures the history force, is difficult to handle numerically due to its

non-local nature and is thus typically ignored4,5. However, depending on the size and density

of the particle, ignoring the history term changes the simulated trajectories significantly6–8. The

importance of the BHT for matching simulations of particle trajectories to experiments has also

been confirmed: Candelier et al.9 investigate the impact of the BHT experimentally to elucidate

how a particle is ejected out of a vortex flow and find that “calculations without history force

overestimate particle ejection”. Similar observations have been made in simulations10.
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In many applications, one is interested in the dynamics of ensembles of particles rather than

in single particle trajectories. Such a macroscopic view on Lagrangian particle dynamics is par-

ticularly relevant in the context of studying transport and mixing processes. Lagrangian coherent

structures (LCS) form the time-dependent skeleton of the flow, encompassing regions of stretching

and folding that enhance or mitigate particle transport11. Many different computational approaches

have been developed over the past almost three decades to identify coherent flow structures, such

as LCS or coherent sets, and to study their dynamics, including bifurcations12–14. Finite-time Lya-

punov exponents (FTLE) are often heuristically used to highlight regions of different dynamical

behavior. Inertial particles are known to interact with the underlying flow skeleton and tend to

concentrate along different coherent structures, for example vortices, depending on their material

properties such as size and density15,16. There are several studies that compare the FTLE fields

for ideal tracers that exactly follow the underlying flow with those computed for inertial particles.

They found that the corresponding flow structures can be crucially different17,18. However, these

studies did not consider the history term and the specific influence of the BHT on the LCS has not

yet been studied. Therefore, this paper investigates the differences in flow structures for particle

dynamics simulated with and without Basset term. For this, we make use of recent mathematical

developments in the numerical solution of the Maxey-Riley equation with history term6,19, which

has opened the door to the simulation of many particles20.

A. Contributions

Our paper investigates the impact of neglecting the BHT on the macroscopic dynamics of sim-

ulated Lagrangian particles. We retain the assumption that the flow influences the particle motion

but that there is no impact on the background flow, allowing us to use the MRE as model. We study

the resulting flow patterns in a controlled setting for three example systems, the double gyre21, the

Bickley jet22, and a Faraday flow, a two-dimensional, fully turbulent, experimentally measured

flow23,24.

We compare particle dispersion and finite time Lyapunov exponents (FTLE) for particle tra-

jectories computed with and without history term with different Stokes numbers and densities.

Our analysis demonstrates that, even for moderate Stokes numbers of unity or more, the particle

dispersion patterns revealed by the FTLE are noticeably changed by ignoring the history term. In

particular, our results suggest that simulations without BHT produce results that are comparable
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to flows with an effective Stokes number that is larger than used value. This is very much in accor-

dance with previous findings9,10. Our results also suggest that care must be taken when attempting

to predict flow regimes, or sudden changes thereof, that involve inertial particle dynamics. Im-

portant examples would be the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, ocean search-and-rescue25, or the

splitting of the polar vortex.

B. Outline

Section II introduces the the Maxey-Riley equation, its numerical solution and the computation

of finite-time Lyapunov exponents. Section III describes the three flow fields used in our study.

In Section IV we present the results of our investigation. First we analyse and compare the final

particle positions and their preferential concentration. Second, we present FTLE fields for a range

of different parameter configurations. Conclusions and a summary can be found in Section V.

II. BACKGROUND

In this section, we introduce the Maxey-Riley equation (MRE) and its numerical treatment

as well as the equation and approximations used to obtain the finite-time Lyapunov exponents

(FTLE).

A. The Maxey-Riley Equation (MRE)

Throughout this work, we consider (i) spherical particles with a small radius compared to the

flow dimensions, which guarantees a small particle Reynolds number4, (ii) one-way interactions

between particles and fluid, so that the flow influences the particle dynamics but not the other

way round6 and, (iii) no particle collisions. Under these assumptions, particle trajectories can be

modeled using the MRE in nondimensionalized form

v̇ =
1
R

Du

Dt
+ (1a)

− 1
RS

(v−u) + (1b)

− 1
R

√
3

πS

{
1√
t
(v(t0)−u(t0))+

∫ t

t0

v(s)−u(s)√
t − s

ds
}
, (1c)
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as adapted by Prasath et al.6 from the original paper by Maxey and Riley2, where v := ẋ(t) is

the particle’s absolute velocity, x(t) the particle’s position and u := u(x(t), t) the value of the

Eulerian velocity field at the particle’s position. Note that we only consider particles moving in a

plane so that x(t),v(t) ∈ R2 throughout. Further,

β :=
ρp

ρ f
, R :=

1+2β

3
, S :=

1
3

a2

νT
, (2)

where ρp, ρ f correspond to the particle and fluid densities, a is the particle’s radius, ν its kine-

matic viscosity and T the time scale of the flow. The effective density ratio R controls buoyancy

and inertia and accounts for the added mass effect that arises because the particle accelerates sur-

rounding fluid and carries it along its path. Heavier particles that are denser than the carrier fluid

with β > 1, where also R > 1, are less susceptible to the fluid forces than lighter particles, i.e.

β < 1 with R < 1, compare for the particle acceleration and first term in (1a).

The nondimensional parameter S in (1) characterizes the particle radius with respect to the flow

dimensions. We refer to S as the Stokes number since it compares the particle relaxation timescale

τp =
a2

ν
to a flow timescale T . Often, T is chosen to be the time scale of the mean flow or eddy

turnover time but setting it properly requires some care26. We compute LCS for values of S = 0.1,

S = 1 and S = 10. This is in line with values studied in other papers7,27.

However, note that the Stokes numbers in both references correspond to the experimental

Stokes number

Sexp = S · 2
3

ρp

ρ f
=

2
9

a2

ν

ρp

ρ f

1
T

=
2
9

a2

L2
ρp

ρ f

UL
ν

=
2
9

a2

L2
ρp

ρ f
Re f (3)

with U , L and Re f being the flow velocity and timescales and the corresponding flow Reynolds

number. The experimential Stokes number is slightly different from the non-dimensional S we

prescribe here. Experimentalists tend to use Sexp, which also incorporates the density ratio, to

examine how closely the particle follows the flow28. This Stokes number arises as a prefactor of

the Stokes drag term, not mingled with the added mass term, in the non-dimensionalized Maxey-

Riley equation and is widely used in the literature29. It allows to account for non-Stokesian drag

when Re > 1 by using the expression Sexp = f · a2

ν

ρp
ρ f

1
T , where f is a factor that depends on the

particle Reynolds number f = f (Rep)
30. For our density ratios of β = ρp/ρ f = 2/3 and β = 4/3,

a value of Sexp = 10 as studied by Olivieri et al.7 corresponds to a Stokes number as used in this

article of S = 22.50 and S = 11.25 respectively.

The MRE is derived from Newton’s second law for the particle movement and a velocity field

approximation of the influence of the particle on the local flow from potential flow theory under
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creeping flow assumption. This implies that the validity of the formula is only guaranteed for

low particle Reynolds numbers with low relative velocities. Terms on the right hand side of equa-

tion (1) correspond to different forces acting on the particle. Term (1a) are the forces acting on

a particle in an unperturbed fluid lumped up with the added mass effect. Term (1b) is the Stokes

drag. Term (1c), the so-called Basset History Term (BHT), accounts for the effects of the lagging

boundary layer around the sphere31.

Since the aim of our work is to examine the influence of the history force, we neglect the

so-called Faxen corrections that model the influence of the particle’s finite size and scale with

the curvature of the velocity field. However, for larger particles, the Faxen corrections should

be considered as they have been shown to play a crucial role in shear flows32 where they cause

fluctuations in the particle’s velocity and thus a relative velocity between particle and fluid flow.

In (1), since we assume that the particle initially has same velocity as the fluid, only particles with

buoyancy R ̸= 1 will produce non-zero relative velocities and cause the trajectories of particles

with and without history force to deviate.

B. Numerical solution of the MRE

The BHT is made up of a history integral with a singular kernel. This term changes the MRE

from an ordinary differential into an integro-differential equation that is not easily solvable either

analytically or numerically. For this reason, the term is often omitted33, modified34–37 or ap-

proximated38–41. Several numerical approximations, based on quadrature schemes, were obtained

by Van Hinsberg et al.41 and Daitche42. However these schemes become storage-intensive for

large time grids. In 2019, Prasath et al. showed that the MRE can be written "as a forced, time-

dependent Robin boundary condition of the one-dimensional diffusion equation"6 and provided a

storage-efficient numerical scheme. In this paper, trajectories with BHT are calculated with the

second order finite-difference, IMEX solver (FD2 + IMEX2) by Urizarna-Carasa et al.19 that relies

on Prasath’s reformulation. The scheme uses the second order spatial discretization provided by

Koleva43 coupled with a second order Midpoint IMEX method given by Ascher et al.44 to solve

the reformulated MRE. Trajectories without BHT are calculated with the explicit adaptive Runge-

Kutta method of order 5(4) provided by the solve_ivp solver of Python’s SciPy45 library, using a

relative and absolute tolerance of 10−8. For verification, trajectories without BHT were compared

against the Leap-Frog method, whereas trajectories with BHT were compared against Daitche’s
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3rd order method42. All figures shown in this paper can be reproduced using the provided code46.

C. Finite-time Lyapunov exponents (FTLE)

Finite-time Lyapunov exponents (FTLE) are a measure of the exponential growth of an in-

finitesimal perturbation in the initial condition under the action of the dynamical system. FTLE

fields have become a popular, heuristic tool in nonlinear dynamics to highlight organizing struc-

tures in phase space such as invariant manifolds of hyperbolic objects or Lagrangian coherent

structures in time-dependent flows11,21. Typically FTLE have large values for repelling LCS when

computed in forward time, and for attracting ones when computed in backward time. Close to zero

values are frequently observed for elliptic motion, such as in the center of vortices. While more

sophisticated approaches have been developed to identify LCS11, we use FTLE as a convenient

and meaningful scalar field that allows to visualize regions of different dynamical behavior.

The expression to compute the FTLE of a flow field at a position x is

σ
t
t0(x) :=

1
|t − t0|

ln
(√

λmax(∆)
)
, (4)

where x = (x,y)T is the position vector, λmax(∆) is the largest eigenvalue of the Cauchy-Green

deformation tensor ∆ :=
(
DΦt

t0

)∗DΦt
t0 ,and DΦt

t0 is the deformation gradient of the flow map.

The flow map Φt
t0 is evaluated by integrating (1) using either solve_ivp or the FD2 + IMEX2

scheme described above. DΦt
t0 can either be obtained by solving a variational equation or by

approximating the derivative numerically using finite-differences. The latter is straightforward to

implement and thus used in most cases, even when a kinematic model is available.

FTLE methods have also been applied in the context of inertial particle dynamics as described

by the Maxey-Riley equation16–18 and perturbations both in positions and velocities have been

taken into account to define inertial finite-time Lyapunv exponents (iFTLE). In that case not only

partial derivatives with respect to positions and velocities would make up the deformation gradi-

ent of the flow map, resulting in a 4× 4 matrix in the case of a two-dimensional flow velocity

field. Since our aim is to study the influence of the Basset history term on particle dynamics and

transport properties by comparing flow structures computed with and without history term we ne-

glect perturbations in the initial velocities and the flow map only considers the particle positions.

Therefore, in our study, DΦt
t0 is a 2×2 deformation gradient.

Numerical particle trajectories can only be calculated at discrete points in space. Thus, the
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entries of the deformation gradient of a particle in an interior point of the domain (position xi, j in

the stencil shown in Figure 1) are approximated by the second order finite-difference scheme17

DΦ
t
t0|1,1 ≈ xi+1, j(tend)−xi−1, j(tend)

xi+1, j(t0)−xi−1, j(t0)
, (5a)

DΦ
t
t0|1,2 ≈ xi, j+1(tend)−xi, j−1(tend)

yi, j+1(t0)−yi, j−1(t0)
, (5b)

DΦ
t
t0|2,1 ≈ yi+1, j(tend)−yi−1, j(tend)

xi+1, j(t0)−xi−1, j(t0)
, (5c)

DΦ
t
t0|2,2 ≈ yi, j+1(tend)−yi, j−1(tend)

yi, j+1(t0)−yi, j−1(t0)
. (5d)

At the boundaries, where values outside the initial domain are not available, a first order approx-

imation is used. Following Shadden et al.21, all FTLE plots in this paper show σ t
t0(x)|t − t0|.

xi−1, j(t0)
xi, j

xi+1, j(t0)

xi, j−1(t0)

xi, j+1(t0)

xi−1, j(t0 +∆t)
xi, j

xi+1, j(t0 +∆t)

xi, j−1(t0 +∆t)

xi, j+1(t0 +∆t)

∆t

FIG. 1. Stencil used for the calculation of the FTLE σ t
t0(xi, j) at position xi, j and an example of the

translation of the particles in the stencil after a time ∆t.

III. FLOW FIELDS

This section introduces the three flow fields that will serve as test cases for our study. Our

choice of two-dimensional velocity fields includes the frequently studied kinematic double gyre

and Bickley jet as well as a Faraday flow obtained from experimental measurements.

In all three fields, particle trajectories are integrated from t0 = 0 until tend = 10 with a timestep

of ∆t = 0.01. Particles always start with zero relative velocity, that is v(t0) = u(x(t0), t0).

1. Double gyre

The double gyre is a popular example in the study of the FTLEs. It is a simplified model of

a pattern that occurs in geophysical flows21. The velocity flow field is obtained from the stream-

8



Relevance of the Basset history term for Lagrangian particle dynamics

function

ψ(x,y, t) = Asin(π f (x, t))sin(πy), (6)

where

f (x, t) = a(t)x2 +b(t)x, (7a)

a(t) = ε sin(ωt), (7b)

b(t) = 1−2ε sin(ωt), (7c)

with A = 0.1, ε = 0.25, ω = π

5 .

We consider 20301 particles starting in the spatial domain M = [0,2]× [0,1]. Particles are

distributed in 201 vertical lines by 101 horizontal lines, so that adjacent particles are separated by

a distance of 0.01. Ideal passive tracers cannot leave the domain M but inertial particles can cross

the domain walls. Particles leaving the domain boundaries will continue being affected by the flow

field, since the double gyre is defined for all point in R2.

2. Bickley Jet

As our second example, we consider the Bickley jet proposed by Rypina et al. 22. It is defined

by the streamfunction

Ψ(x,y, t) =−U0L tanh
( y

L

)
+ (8a)

+
3

∑
i=1

AiU0Lsech2
( y

L

)
cos(kix−σit), (8b)

and serves as an idealized model of stratospheric flow. We use same the parameter values as

Hadjighasem et al.47,48, i.e. U0 = 5.414, A1 = 0.0075, A2 = 0.15, A3 = 0.3, L = 1.770, c1/U0 =

0.1446, c2/U0 = 0.205, c3/U0 = 0.461, k1 = 2/re, k2 = 4/re, k3 = 6/re where re = 6.371 as well

as σi = ciki, i= 1,2,3. For our choice of parameters and when considered on a cylinder, the system

exhibits a meandering central jet and three regular vortices on each side of the jet.

In our study, 16281 initial conditions are chosen in the rectangle M = [0,20]× [−4,4]. Particles

are distributed within 81 horizontal lines by 201 vertical lines, so that again there is a separation

of 0.01 among adjacent particles. No periodic boundary conditions are imposed, so particles are

allowed to leave the initial domain and disperse over R2. In contrast to other representations of

the Bickley jet, this field does not thus represent a cylinder.
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3. Faraday flow

The Faraday flow field is an experimentally-measured flow field. It is obtained from the sur-

face of a 2 mm-thick layer of distilled water in a cylindrical container of 290 mm diameter as it

is vertically shaken with a monochromatic sinusoidal signal at a frequency of 50 Hz at a mea-

sured forcing acceleration of a = 1.6g which corresponds to a supercriticality of ε = 0.04 23. This

movement produces the so-called Faraday waves, quasi-standing waves over the fluid’s surface,

and a turbulent space- and time-dependent 2D-velocity field which exhibits all characteristics of

two-dimensional turbulence49. Energy is injected into the flow at a scale of half the Faraday wave-

length which corresponds to the spatial scale of the smallest occurring vortices. In contrast to

three-dimensional turbulence, energy is passed from this scale upwards to larger scales and an

inverse energy cascade is forming, distributing the energy from the forcing scale up to the system

size. Therefore, above half the Faraday wavelength all vortex sizes occur, leading to effective

turbulent diffusion of tracers in the flow above the forcing scale50. The velocity field is measured

using particle image velocimetry (PIV) with floating white, hollow, glass microspheres (diame-

ter of 70µm, density of 0.15g/cm3, Fibre Glast) to visualize the horizontal motion. The tracer

particles are chosen such that they follow the fluid motion as closely as possible. A non-ionic

surfactant (1% Polysorbate 80) is used in 10% or less solids solution to ensure that the particles

do not aggregate and sink. The particles are recorded with a high-speed camera (pco.dimax HS2

and Carl Zeiss Makro-Planar T ∗ 2.8/100mm lens) and triggered at a frequency of 400 Hz. The

details of the experimental setup are similar to those given by Colombi et al.23,24. From the particle

images, velocity data is obtained using PIVview (PIVTEC GmbH, Germany) and MATLAB. One

set of data for the Faraday flow consists of discrete velocity values for both horizontal and velocity

components, vx and vy, at 115×86 spatial grid points over an area of roughly 73.90×55.42mm2

as results from a length conversion via calibration. These measurements were taken for 1056 suc-

cesive time steps, resulting in a total measurement time of 42.24 s. When needed, intermediate

velocity values are interpolated in space with SciPy’s bivariate rectangular Spline45. Interpolation

in time is carried out using linear interpolation.

Simulated particle trajectories are computed for 40401 particles initialized in the rectangle

M ≈ [0,0.07]× [0,0.05]. Particles are distributed along 201 vertical and 201 horizontal lines and

are allowed to leave the initial domain, since no boundary condition is imposed. The flow field’s

velocity and its derivatives are set to 0 beyond the boundaries, so that particles behave as relaxing
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particles after they leave the initial domain and are unable to return.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we analyze the impact of the history term first on the final distribution of parti-

cles and then on the FTLE. The flow fields we consider are a double gyre, the Bickley jet and an

experimentally measured Faraday flow as described in Section III.

A. Particle clustering

For the double gyre and Bickley jet we show the final positions of all particles, first for ligher-

than-fluid and then for heavier-than-fluid particles. We omit clustering plots for the Faraday flow

as they do not provide significant additional insight, but they can easily be generated using the

accompanying code. Finally, for all three flow fields, we state the relative average difference in

the final position of particles computed with and without BHT

d :=
1
N

N

∑
i=1

( ∥∥xi(tend)− xnobht
i (tend)

∥∥
2

1
N ∑

N
j=1

∥∥x j(tend)− x j(t0)
∥∥

2

)
. (9)

in Table I. Here, N is the number of particles, xi(tend) the final position of a particle computed with

the full MRE and xnobht
i (tend) the final position of the same particle computed without BHT.

The average relative difference in final positions computed with and without BHT for the dou-

ble gyre and Bickley jet with S = 0.1 are less than 10% with standard deviations of similar order.

However, for the more turbulent Faraday flow that contains flow structures spanning a large range

scales, even for S = 0.1 we see a significant effect from the BHT. This can likely be explained

by the turbulent characteristics of the Faraday flow which, due to its turbulence in space and the

large fluctuations in time, has more separatrices where nearby particles get caught up in very dif-

ferent fates. Further, the lowest spatial scale in the Faraday flow, half the Faraday wavelength

λ f /2 ≈ 5mm is smaller when compared to the simulated particle sizes. For instance calculating

the size of the simulated particle for S = 0.1 via

dp =

√
Sβ

9
2
(λ f /2)2

Re f
(10)

results in dp ≈ 500µm to 800µm for β set to 2/3 or 4/3 respectively, which is only a factor of ten

away from the injection scale λ f /2. The approximated Reynolds number of the Faraday flow is

Re f ≈ 100.
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Average relative distance and standard deviation

Flow field S R = 7/9 R = 11/9

Double gyre 0.1 0.03±0.06 0.03±0.05

1 0.34±0.38 0.53±0.63

10 0.65±0.75 0.44±0.56

Bickley jet 0.1 0.06±0.11 0.07±0.13

1 0.18±0.36 0.14±0.23

10 0.35±0.37 0.29±0.33

Faraday flow 0.1 0.29±0.45 0.40±0.52

1 1.06±0.76 1.20±0.73

10 2.88±1.59 2.65±1.45

TABLE I. Average relative distance (9) and standard deviation between the final position when computing

the trajectories of particles with and without Basset history term.

For all three flow fields, for Stokes numbers of S = 1 and S = 10, the computed final position

are substantially different when ignoring the BHT. Furthermore, the standard deviations suggest

that there are large differences between particles in how ignoring the BHT affects their trajectories.

It is clear that the BHT does not have the same effect on all trajectories but that there is a more

complex process at play.

1. Double gyre

Figure 2 shows the positions of particles in the double gyre at the end of the simulation for

Stokes numbers S = 0.1 (left), S = 1 (middle) and S = 10 (right) for particles that are lighter than

the fluid with R = 7/9. Figure 3 shows the same for denser-than-fluid particles with R = 11/9.

Upper figures show final positions when computing particle trajectories without history term while

lower figures use the full MRE. Table I shows the average relative distance (9) between the final

position of particles computed with and without BHT.

For the lighter-than-fluid particle with R = 7/9 and a small Stokes number of S = 0.1, there

is little visible impact from the history term. However, for S = 1, neglecting the BHT leads to
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FIG. 2. Particle positions at final time tend = 10 for the double gyre calculated without (top) and with

(bottom) BHT. All particles have the same effective density ratio R = 7/9. Stokes numbers increase from

left to right: S = 0.1 (left), S = 1 (center) and S = 10 (right).

FIG. 3. Particle positions at final time tend = 10 for the double gyre calculated without (top) and with

(bottom) BHT. All particles have the same effective density ratio R = 11/9. Stokes numbers increase from

left to right: S = 0.1 (left), S = 1 (center) and S = 10 (right).

much more pronounced clustering, although the patterns that form are still broadly similar. For

S = 10, finally, clustering patterns also show significant qualitative differences. The main reason

is that ignoring the BHT causes a large number of particles to escape the double gyre (note the

different scaling of the y-axis in the right compared to the middle and left figure). This agrees with

the findings of Candelier et al.9, who found that ignoring the BHT when simulating particles in a

vortex flow leads to an overestimation of ejection. This could be problematic in many cases, one

example being sorting particles by Stokes number using their different separation characteristics51.
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The picture looks similar for the denser-than-fluid particle with R = 11/9. For S = 0.1, there

is little difference between clustering patterns computed with and without BHT. Again, a visible

difference emerges for S = 1 although for the denser-than-fluid particles the BHT leads to slightly

more focused concentration patterns. The “tentacles” formed by escaping particles are much nar-

rower when including the BHT, suggesting again that without BHT more particles are ejected

from the domain. For S = 10 we also observe the expected accentuated ejection for the denser-

than-fluid particles. The patterns formed by the particles are neater and tidier when the BHT is

included, in contrast to the more erratic and dispersed patterns obtained when it is ignored. This

is also in accordance with observations that neglecting the history terms leads to more complex

dynamics10.

2. Bickley jet

FIG. 4. Particle positions at final time tend = 10 for the Bickley jet calculated without (top) and with (bottom)

BHT. All particles have the same effective density ratio R = 7/9. Stokes numbers increase from left to right:

S = 0.1 (left), S = 1 (center) and S = 10 (right).

Figures 4 shows the positions of particles in the Bickley jet at the end of the simulation for

Stokes numbers S = 0.1 (left), S = 1 (middle) and S = 10 (right) for particles with R = 7/9 that

are lighter than the fluid. Figure 5 shows the same for denser-than-fluid particles with R = 11/9.

As for the double gyre, the BHT has little impact for S = 0.1, both for the lighter- and denser-

than-fluid particle. For lighter-than-fluid particles and S = 1, neglecting the BHT leads again to

stronger clustering in the centers of the vortices. For the denser-than-fluid particles, this effect is

reversed and ignoring the BHT leads to stronger ejection. As in the case of the double gyre, we
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FIG. 5. Particle positions at final time tend = 10 for the Bickley jet calculated without (top) and with (bottom)

BHT. All particles have the same effective density ratio R = 11/9. Stokes numbers increase from left to right:

S = 0.1 (left), S = 1 (center) and S = 10 (right).

see a lot more particles escape from the central jet into the lower and upper regions when ignoring

the BHT (note the changed scaling of the y-axis in the plots for S = 10). Again, ignoring the BHT

produces more irregular patterns, especially for larger S.

B. Finite-time Lyapunov exponents

This section shows colormap plots of the FTLE for all three flow fields. For every flow field, we

show two sets of nine plots, each set showing the FTLE results obtained without and with history

term as well as the difference between the two respective fields in percent for Stokes numbers

S = 0.1, S = 1, S = 10 and density ratios R = 7/9 and R = 11/9 . The relative difference between

FTLEs ∆σ t
t0,relative is calculated from

∆σ
t
t0,relative := 100

σ t
t0,History −σ t

t0,Stokes

||σ t
t0,History||l∞(D)

(11)

where D ⊂ Ω× [0,T ] and Ω ⊆ R2 is the spatial domain. The differences are signed and negative

values correspond to areas where neglecting the BHT will increase FTLE while positive areas

mean that neglecting the BHT will lead to smaller FTLE.

For R = 1 the FTLE fields are independent of S and, since we do not consider any effects that

induce non-zero relative velocities, they agree independent of whether the BHT is present or not.

We confirmed that our numerical solutions reproduce this behavior correctly but do not show any

figures.
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1. Double gyre

Figure 6 shows the FTLE without BHT (left), with BHT (center) and the difference between

the two (right) for lighter-than-fluid particles with R = 7/9. From top to bottom the Stokes number

changes from S = 0.1 to S = 1 and S = 10.

In line with the clustering plots, the impact of the BHT for S = 0.1 is small. The FTLE show no

visible differences and agree to within a few percent. For S = 1, the FTLE still look qualitatively

similar although some differences emerge. In particular, the region of strong divergence between

the gyres shifts it position. When the Stokes number becomes even larger, at S = 10, we start

to see substantial qualitative differences as well. Without BHT, a number of filaments of strong

divergence appear that are not present in the FTLE with history term. There are now substantial

differences between the two FTLE fields of up to ±100% in some regions.
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FIG. 6. FTLEs for light particles (R = 7/9) and three Stokes numbers, S = 0.1 (top), S = 1 (center), S = 10

(bottom), moving in the Double Gyre with periodic Boundary conditions. Left and center columns show

the FTLEs computed with trajectories calculated without (left) and with (right) BHT. Right column shows

the relative difference in the FTLE.

Figure 7 shows the same plots but for heavier-than-fluid particles with R = 11/9. As for the
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light particle, there is little difference between the FTLE for S = 0.1. For S = 1, however, the

differences between BHT and no BHT are more pronounced. While still qualitatively similar,

the regions of strong separation between and around the gyres look noticeably different. Without

BHT, there are three well separated filaments of strong divergence between the gyres which are

much closer together and almost fused when the BHT is used. More generally, the red, high-FTLE

filaments around the gyres shift away from the center of the domain when including the history

term.
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FIG. 7. FTLEs for heavy particles (R = 11/9) and three Stokes numbers, S = 0.1 (top), S = 1 (center), S = 10

(bottom), moving in the Double Gyre with periodic Boundary conditions. Left and center columns show

the FTLEs computed with trajectories calculated without (left) and with (right) BHT. Right column shows

the relative difference in the FTLE.

2. Bickley jet

Figures 8 and 9 shows the FTLE (left and center) and difference between FTLE with and

without BHT (right) for the Bickley jet. Again, for both lighter- and heavier-than-fluid particles,

the differences for S = 0.1 are mostly small, although a few localized regions emerge where shifts
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in the position of divergence zones around the vortices lead to differences of over 50%.

This effect becomes more pronounced for S = 1 where the FTLE in the jet are now showing

differences up to 100%. For lighter-than-fluid particles, knot-like objects structures emerge in

regions of high curvature within the jet for the case S = 1 without BHT. While this looks like a

numerical artifact on first sight, it can be well explained by the fact that particles initialized in the

jet may leave it due to the inertial effects and may enter the neighborhood of one of surrounding

vortices. This is also visible in the corresponding final particle positions: compare the central

panels in Figure 4. Note that the high-FTLE structures for S = 1 computed without BHT are

similar those computed for the higher Stokes number S = 10 with BHT.

Again, for S = 10, the differences increase and ignoring the BHT leads to a strong overestima-

tion of FTLE of up to 100% in some parts. Even with BHT we now see the emergence of knot-like

structures in the jet that were already observed for S = 1 without BHT.

0 5 10 15 20
x

2.5

0.0

2.5

y

FTLE without History, St=0.1

0 5 10 15 20
x

FTLE with History, St=0.1

2

0

2

4

0 5 10 15 20
x

2.5

0.0

2.5

y
Difference in % of the FTLE, S=0.1

100

50

0

50

100

0 5 10 15 20
x

2.5

0.0

2.5

y

FTLE without History, St=1.0

0 5 10 15 20
x

FTLE with History, St=1.0

2

0

2

4

0 5 10 15 20
x

2.5

0.0

2.5

y

Difference in % of the FTLE, S=1.0

100

50

0

50

100

0 5 10 15 20
x

2.5

0.0

2.5

y

FTLE without History, St=10.0

0 5 10 15 20
x

FTLE with History, St=10.0

2

0

2

4

0 5 10 15 20
x

2.5

0.0

2.5

y

Difference in % of the FTLE, S=10.0

100

50

0

50

100

FIG. 8. FTLEs for light particles (R = 7/9) and three Stokes numbers, S = 0.1 (top), S = 1 (center), S = 10

(bottom), moving in the Bickley Jet. Left and center columns show the FTLEs computed with trajectories

calculated without (left) and with (right) BHT. Right column shows the relative difference in the FTLE.
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FIG. 9. FTLEs for heavy particles (R = 11/9) and three Stokes numbers, S = 0.1 (top), S = 1 (center), S = 10

(bottom), moving in the Bickley Jet. Left and center columns show the FTLEs computed with trajectories

calculated without (left) and with (right) BHT. Right column shows the relative difference in the FTLE.

3. Faraday flow

Finally, figures 10 and 11 show the FTLE and differences between FTLE for the Faraday flow.

For both R = 7/9 and R = 11/9 we see locally concentrated significant quantitative differences

already for S = 0.1. The effect is more pronounced for the heavier-than-fluid particles where

substantial regions with differences in the FTLE between 50 and 100% arise. Table I substantiates

this observations, showing that, even on average, final particle positions are very different with

and without BHT.

For S = 1 and both lighter and heavier particles, there are much larger zones with high, positive

FTLEs without BHT than with. The effect is even stronger for S = 10 where throughout most of

the domain the FTLE without BHT are larger than +5 whereas with BHT significant areas with

smaller FTLE of around 2−3 remain. In both cases, the FTLE are overestimated by up to 100%

when ignoring the BHT. This suggests that ignoring the BHT may lead to unrealistically effective

mixing in simulations, because particles trajectories diverge too rapidly.
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FIG. 10. FTLEs for light particles (R = 7/9) and three Stokes numbers, S = 0.1 (top), S = 1 (center), S = 10

(bottom), moving in the Faraday flow. Left and center columns show the FTLEs computed with trajectories

calculated without (left) and with (right) BHT. Right column shows the relative difference in the FTLE.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We investigate how the Basset history term (BHT) in the Maxey-Riley equation changes the

Lagrangian dynamics of simulated inertial particles. To this end, we solve the nondimensional

Maxey-Riley equation with and without BHT for thousands of particles in three flow fields, a dou-

ble gyre, the Bickley jet and an experimentally measured Faraday flow. We compare the clustering

of the particles and finite-time Lyapunov exponents for trajectories computed with and without

BHT.

For the double gyre and Bickley jet and a Stokes number of S = 0.1 we see little difference

between the dynamics computed with and without BHT. Since the Faraday flow is more turbulent,

even for S = 0.1 ignoring the BHT already has a visible impact on the FTLE field. For S = 1
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FIG. 11. FTLEs for heavy particles (R = 11/9) and three Stokes numbers, S = 0.1 (top), S = 1 (center),

S = 10 (bottom), moving in the Faraday Flow. Left and center columns show the FTLEs computed with

trajectories calculated without (left) and with (right) BHT. Right column shows the relative difference in the

FTLE.

and even more so for S = 10, these significant difference also emerge for the double gyre and the

Bickley jet. In line with previous findings, ignoring the BHT leads to an overestimation of ejection

of particles from vortices in the flow. It also shifts the positions of areas of strong divergence, even

when the overall patterns still look similar.

Generally, ignoring the BHT overestimates FTLE and leads to Lagrangian dynamics that would

only be seen for a larger Stokes number if the BHT was considered. This also makes sense math-

ematically: with the BHT, the full history of the particle influences the forces acting on a particle

at some given time. Without BHT, only the instantaneous forces due to the material derivative of

the flow field and Stokes drag act on the particle. Therefore, without BHT, the forces from one

time step to the next will change more drastically whereas the BHT adds a form of “mathematical
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inertia” since the integral over the particle’s past trajectory changes more slowly and the acting

forces and thus the particle’s speed and direction will change less rapidly.

In conclusion, our analysis backs up previous studies6,9,10 that demonstrate that the Basset

history term cannot safely be ignored even when simulating comparatively small particles. It con-

firms that the differences matter not only at the level of individual particle trajectories but that also

the larger scale Lagrangian dynamics change potentially significantly if the BHT is neglected. In

particular, the overestimation of FTLE could lead to unrealistically efficient mixing in simulations

when the BHT is ignored. Given that recent advances in numerical mathematics now allow for

the efficient solution of the full MRE6,19,42, we argue that simulations of inertial particles should

routinely include the history term.
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